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This text is a work in progress but the core of the voting system is done, at least the informal description. 
A formal description is still needed. Once the formal description is finished, testing for the particular values and attributes should be conducted 

The rest still needs a lot of editing, a lot of quotations are missing, are incomplete or too few. 
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peer 

/pis/ - noun: peer; plural noun: peers 

a person of the same age, status, or ability as another specified person, 
-cracy 

/k r 0 s i/ - combining form 

denoting a particular form of government, rule, or influence. 
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ABSTRACT: In this paper I propose a new type of electronic voting system that applies a multistage weighing 
mechanism to select the value of the votes in specific domains, and chooses the winner based on approval voting. It 
calculates the sum of weighs of each individual candidate in particular domains, to create a network of trust across the 
system's width with every new iteration. In order to accurately measure the weighs of the votes (and to implement equality 
of opportunity) all voters are also candidates. 


l. Introduction 


With significant progress in access to, and availability of media C ontent [UNESC0 2018 WoridTrendsinFreedomofExpressionandMedia 
Development: 2017/2018 Global Report, Paris ^ on |j ne information is becoming increasingly important in the interaction between people and 
the decisions they make in the new post-digital world. From searching details and reviews about small products like 
cameras, phones, cars, clothing, movies and art, to information about bigger and more important issues like decisions about 
political and social action, purchasing homes, finding new jobs or life partners, the information that we find shapes the 
choices we make. In a turn we shape the information that is available by expressing our own opinions and sharing our 
experiences with other consumers and with the companies that create the products that we use. impacts of social media on consumer 

behaviour - Decision making process - Ethel Lee (2013)] [UNESCO. 2018. World Trends in Freedom of Expression and Media Development: 2017/2018 Global Report, Paris] [The influence of social media on 
consumers' behaviour - Evangelia Kyriakopoulou and Fotis Kitsios -- 6th International Symposium and 28th National Conference on Operation Research - June 2017] 

Due to the open nature of the internet and how cheaply identities can be generated, successful exploitation and 
manipulation of information can create an atmosphere of distrust, thus eroding the usability of online data. [UNESC0 2018 World 

Trends in Freedom of Expression and Media Development: 2017/2018 Global Report, Pans] “p|-| j s jg obviOUS from the increased number of hoaxes, fake neWS and 

propaganda spread thru online media and its influence in real life s jtuations. [ThescienceoffakenewsAddressin9faker ' ewsrequiresamul,idisciplinary 

effort By David M. J. Lazer, Matthew A. Baum, Yochai Benkler, Adam J. Berinsky, Kelly M. Greenhill, Filippo Menczer, Miriam J. Metzger, Brendan Nyhan, Gordon Pennycook, David Rothschild, Michael 
Schudson, Steven A. Sloman, Cass R. Sunstein, Emily A. Thorson, Duncan J. Watts, Jonathan L. Zittrain] [The Rise of Misinformation in the Digital Age: Moroccan Students' Attitudes and Perceptions of Fake 
News Online - Isam Mrah and Hicham Tizaoui] 

The available information in most domains is unusable without knowing how trustworthy the person who created 
that data is. In order to measure the value of the data and to reach consensus you have to be able to identify the experts, the 
people who study the issue and publish their research to be analysed and reviewed by other people who are experts in the 
same field (peer-review). One of the most used solutions for this problem is to employ a voting mechanism, a rating system 
that measures over time the input of the users in the specified domain. We have seen the power of rating systems to assess 
value and to add trust in certain niches of human interaction, from ebay’s to uber’s stars, from retweets to reddit's up and 
down votes, in time, these systems promote good content and weed out the bad one. 

But not all voting systems are equally valid and useful in all situations. Just adding a voting system on individual 
items or generic ratings to individuals does not protect you from systematic attacks, like creating a large number of 
pseudonymous identities and using them to gain a disproportionately large influence. 

In all human interaction and social relations, be it self interest, selection, cooperation, reciprocity or other value 
transactions, the reputation of the involved parts that is verifiably gained over time, plays a major role in the final decision. 
Thus, the measurement of trust, confidence and expertise should be the role of any generally, cross domain voting system. 
Communities thrive on trust, it is one of the most important factors that enable the long term, peaceful, cooperation between 

people It is the fundementel nsturel resource ^ C ^ ermo ^' 'Knowing in communities: 10 critical success factors in building communities of practice', 

Community Intelligence Labs. ] [the economic utility of trust] [It seems fairly obvious that any form of cooperative activity, including the division of labor, requires the cooperators to trust one another to do 
their bit, or at the very least to trust the overseer with his whip to do his bit, where coercion is relied on. [...] We are so familiar with the phenomenon of trust that we scarcely notice its presence and its variety. 
[...] Most of us notice a given form of trust most easily after its sudden demise or severe injury. We inhabit a climate of trust as we inhabit an atmosphere and notice it as we notice air, only when it becomes 
scarce or polluted.[...] Trust alters power positions, and both the position one is in, without a given form of trust, and the position one has within a relation of trust need, to be considered before one can judge 
whether that form of trust is sensible and morally decent. —Trust and Antitrust - Annette Baier] [Our lives as social animals are bound together by trust, and much of the quality and success of our lives is 
governed by how well we answer the question of the still small voice inside us, that from time to time asks: does it make sense to trust this person? And answering it is a process of making sense. Most of the 
time the answer will not be incontrovertible. The decision will be a matter of judgment, based on reason, based on logic. -- The Logic of Trust -- William Thomas Harwood] 
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2. The problem 


Over the past few years, inequality has risen around the globe, especially in the more advanced countries, while the 

economic growth retes heve fellen t Novo * <met ' Filip,Thomas Piketty, Li Yang, and Gabriel Zucman, "From Communism to Capitalism: Private versus Public Property and Inequality in 
China and Russia," AEA Papers and Proceedings, 108 (2018), 109-13. ] [Wage stagnation, rising inequality and the financial crisis of 2008 - Jon D. Wisman - Cambridge Journal of Economics, Volume 37, Issue 
4,1 July 2013, Pages 921 -945] 


Nationalism, extremism and xenophobia are persistent, and even on the rise, Right-wing in Europe Extremism: country Analyses, 

Counter-Strategies and Labor-Market Oriented Exit Strategies - Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung Forum] wh)j|g VOtGf tUTDOUt h3S bGGPI decliniPIQ 3CTOSS thG Qlob6 [VoterTurnout 
Trends around the World - Abdurashid Solijonov - International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance] 


The environment is degrading at an alarming rate. Many specialists are voicing their concern that feedbacks cycles 
could push the Earth System toward a planetary threshold that, if crossed, could prevent stabilization of the climate at 
intermediate temperature rises and cause continued warming on a "Hothouse Earth" pathway even as human emissions are 
reduced. Crossing the threshold would lead to a much higher global average temperature than any interglacial in the past 1.2 
million years and to sea levels significantly higher than at any time in the Holocene. If the threshold is crossed, the resulting 
trajectory would likely cause serious disruptions to ecosystems, society, and economies. Collective human action is required 
to steer the Earth System away from a potential threshold and stabilize it in a habitable interglacial-like state. Such action 
entails stewardship of the entire Earth System—biosphere, climate, and societies—and could include decarbonization of the 
global economy, enhancement of biosphere carbon sinks, behavioral changes, technological innovations, new governance 

arrangements and transformed social values [ Tra i ectories °f the Earth System in the Anthropocene Will Steffen, Johan Rockstrom, Katherine Richardson, Timothy M. Lenton, 
Carl Folke, Diana Liverman, Colin P. Summerhayes, Anthony D. Barnosky, Sarah E. Cornell, Michel Crucifix, Jonathan F. Donges, Ingo Fetzer, Steven J. Lade, Marten Scheffer, Ricarda Winkelmann, Hans 
Joachim Schellnhuber Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences Aug 2018,115 (33) 8252-8259; DOI: 10.1073/pnas.l 810141115] [Nolan, C., Overpeck, J. T., Allen, J. R. M., Anderson, P. M., 
Betancourt, J. L., Binney, H. A.,... Jackson, S. T. (2018). Past and future global transformation of terrestrial ecosystems under climate change. Science, 361(6405), 920-923. doi:10.1126/science.aan5360] 

Rising global temperatures will also lead to a faster insect metabolism, as well as increased pest populations and 
survival rates over the winter and thus to an increase in crop losses from insects, especially in temperate regions. Losses 
are projected to rise by 10 to 25% per degree of warming. lDeu,sch ' C. A., Tewksbury, J. J„ Tigchelaar, M„ Battisti, D. S„ Merrill, S. C„ Huey, R. B„ & Naylor, R. L. (2018). 

Increase in crop losses to insect pests in a warming climate. Science, 361 (6405), 916-919. doi:10.1126/science.aat3466 ] 

Around the world, the widest accepted decision making methods are composed of different national, international 
and private institutions gathered in centralised structures that are supposed to work for the good of all the people that they 
represent. 

Unfortunately, most organisations are based on pre-industrial or industrial ideas that come short when dealing with 
the information technology and the fact that copying knowledge, ideas and digital data is virtually free of cost. Those 
organisations tend to be top-down, centralised, non-participatory and non-transparent, optimizing for efficiency in order to 
increase return on investment or equality of outcomes. They are oligarchic in nature, susceptible to politicization, groupthink 
and coercion and thru limited participation and oversimplification they become biased and slow to react to new information. 

Men are not infallible; they err very often. It is not true that the masses are always right and know the means for attaining the ends aimed at. "Belief in the common man" is no better 
funded than was belief in the supernatural gifts of kings, priests, and noblemen. Democracy guarantees a system of government in accordance with the wishes and plans of the majority. But it 
cannot prevent majorities from falling victim to erroneous ideas and from adopting inappropriate policies which not only fail to realize the ends aimed at but result in disaster. Majorities too may err 
and destroy our civilization. The good cause will not triumph merely on account of its reasonableness and expediency. Only if men are such that they will finally espouse policies reasonable and 
likely to attain the ultimate ends aimed at, will civilization improve and society and state render men more satisfied, although not happy in a metaphysical sense. [..] Man is free in the sense that he 
must daily choose anew between policies that lead to success and those that lead to disaster, social disintegration, and barbarism." 

— Ludwig von Mises - Human Action 


“During the forty-year period from 1970 to 2010, there was an enormous upsurge in the number of democracies around the world. In 1973, only 45 of the world's 151 countries were 
counted as "free" by Freedom House [...] The following generation saw momentous political change, with democracies and market-oriented economies spreading in virtually every part of the world 
except for the Arab Middle East. By the late 7 990s, some 120 countries around the world-more than 60 percent of the world's independent states-had become electoral democracies. [...] 

Underlying these changes in political systems was a massive social transformation as well. The shift to democracy was a result of millions of formerly passive individuals around the world 
organising themselves and participating in the political life of their societies. This social mobilization was driven by a host of factors: greatly expanded access to education that made people more 
aware of themselves and the political world around them; information technology, which facilitated the rapid spread of ideas and knowledge; cheap travel and communications that allowed people to 
vote with their feet if they did not like their government; and greater prosperity, which induced people to demand better protection of their rights. 

The third wave crested after the late 1990s, however, and a "democratic recession" emerged in the first decade of the twenty-first century. Approximately one in five countries that had 
been part of the third wave either reverted to authoritarianism or saw a significant erosion of democratic institutions. Freedom House noted that 2009 marked the fourth consecutive year in which 
freedom had declined around the world, the first time this had happened since it established its measures of freedom in 1973. 

At the beginning of the second decade of the twenty-first century, malaise in the democratic world took several distinct forms. The first was the outright reversal of democratic gains 
that had occurred in countries such as Russia, Venezuela, and Iran, where elected leaders were busy dismantling democratic institutions by manipulating elections, closing down or buying 
independent TV and newspaper outlets, and clamping down on opposition activities. Liberal democracy is more than majority voting in elections; it is a complex set of institutions that restrain and 
regularize the exercise of power through law and a system of checks and balances. In many countries, official acceptance of democratic legitimacy was accompanied by the systematic removal of 
checks on executive power and the erosion of the rule of law. 

In other cases, countries that seemed to be making a transition from authoritarian government got stuck in what the analyst Thomas Carothers has labeled a "gray zone," where they 
were neither fully authoritarian nor meaningfully democratic. Many successor states to the former Soviet Union, like Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan in Central Asia, found themselves in this situation. 
There had been a broad assumption in the years following the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 that virtually all countries were transitioning to democracy and that failures of democratic practice would 
be overcome with the simple passage of time. Carothers pointed out that this "transition paradigm" was an unwarranted assumption and that many authoritarian elites had no interest in 
implementing democratic institutions that would dilute their power. 

A third category of concern has to do not with the failure of political systems to become or remain democratic but rather their failure to deliver the basic services that people demand 
from their governments. The mere fact that a country has democratic institutions tells us very little about whether it is well or badly governed. This failure to deliver on the promise of democracy 
poses what is perhaps the greatest challenge to the legitimacy of such political systems. “ 

- Francis Fukuyama - The Origins of Political Order from Pre-human Times to the French Revolution 
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With significant increase in access to, and availability of media content, it became obvious that the institutions that 
we have in place have been derailed by private interests or have fallen prey to petty corruption. The established mass-media 
has been proven repeatedly to be biased and dishonest. 

"In countries around the world, people's trust has plummeted, with loss of faith in democracy capitalism and the system. "Who do you trust?" has become the predominant question of 
the time, and the answer seems to be "Nobody ." [...] (There is) an implosion of trust across the four institutions that we look at, business, government, NGOs and media. [...] This profound crisis of 
trust has its origins in the great recession of 2008. The meltdown in that year, was beginning over mortgage defaults, lost jobs, failure to prosecute the business leaders, but now that metastasized 
into a full array of fears. And the biggest fear is of downward mobility, of loss of jobs to automation, to outsourcing and fear about immigrants taking your position. Societies become profoundly 
more polarized along ideological and economical lines. Believe it or not, today, the majority of people in the majority of countries we survaid now believe that the system is failing them. Meaning that 
they do not have hope for their families for the future, they do not that resources are fairly divided. The one common demand that they have "change". 

Business - Dishonesty and malfeasance continue to plague business. [...] (Mortgage fraud, accounting scandals, failure to test products, CEOs bribing government, falsified clinical 
trials, Panama Papers proved tax evasion by famous people and business moguls.) 

NGOs historically have been the sainted institution, today they're on a downward slide. The perception is that for all of their good intentions there's a lack of performance by civil 
society. Trust in NGOs today is at the same level of business. NGOs are now distrusted in the five biggest economies in the world, the US, China, Japan, the UK and Germany. 

Government is now the least trusted institution in the world. Incompetent, stalled, divided, partisan. The drop in government trust actually began in 2011. When in the European Union 
there was an inability to agree on the Greek bailout and in the United States an inability to agree on the budget. This has metastasised also in the developing markets because of corruption. South 
Korea, Brasil, Mexico, government trust is now fifty points below that of business in developing markets. The lack of trust in government goes hand in hand with the lack of belief in leaders. Globally, 
over two thirds of the general population has no confidence that it's leaders can address their country's challenges. Credibility of CEO's is now at 35% back to the same numbers we saw after the 
crash of 2009. That's not surprising, 60% of adults worldwide cannot name a single CEO. It's a class, not a person. The only name they can name in the United States, Mark Zuckerberg. Globally, a 
person like yourself is twice as believable as a CEO or a government leader. That's why, authority now rests with your peers, or employees, or friends and family. It is now horizontal, not vertical. 

The decline of trust in media is the big story of 2017. You all know that media has business model issues. The number of reporters in daily newsrooms has halved from the year 2000. 
Steep decline in advertising from newspapers and magazines. The media is now distrusted, below 50% trust in 23 of the 28 countries that we've surveyed. That is an all time low for what we seen in 
our surveys. It is considered to be highly politicized, the bastion of the elite, ignoring the lives of the ordinary person. The fake news problem continues. [...] Two thirds of people today believe in 
search engines more than human editors and they create their own personal echo chambers from media. They don't read or listen to opinions that differ from their own. They're personally reinforcing 
them based on friends and based on media they agree with." 

- Richard Edelman's Luncheon Keynote at the National Press Club Communicators Summit in 2017. He is the President & Chief Executive Officer of the world's largest public 
relations company, Edelman and he is regarded as an industry thought leader. The Edelman Trust Barometer is an international study conducted in 25 countries among opinion elites that 
focuses on the principles of trust in business, government, media and NGOs.lt is conducted by Edelman Intelligence, a global, research and analytics consultancy owned by Edelman and it has 
18 years of data, 33,000+ respondents total 

-- Public Trust in Government: 1958-2017 DECEMBER 14, 2017 - Pew Research Center - U.S. Politics & Policy 


The decision makers are too far removed from the effects of their decisions, they become more interested in 
holding the decision power rather than following the purpose for which they were elected. Monetary and decisional power 
become concentrated in the hands of an entrenched minority. 

In modern society, socialism and democracy are both structurally impossible - the very principle of organisation made oligarchy the inevitable result of any organised collective 
endeavour. [...] 

Oligarchy is best understood as a particular distribution of illegitimate power that has become entrenched over time. [...] 

Current forms of organisation, regardless of how democratic they try to be at their inception, will eventually and inevitably develop oligarchic tendencies because large organisations 
create bureaucracies in order to maintain their efficiency. As they becomes larger-many decisions have to be made daily that cannot be made by large numbers of disorganised people. For an 
organisation to function effectively, centralisation has to occur and power will end up in the hands of a few. Those few - the oligarchy — will use all means necessary to preserve and further 
increase their power. 

Because until now the technology to allow an evergrowing number of individuals to come together, present problems and solutions, make decisions and reach consensus did not exist, 
delegation was necessary thus increasing specialisation — to the development of knowledge bases, skills and resources among a leadership - which further alienates the leadership from the rank 
and file and entrenches the leadership in office. [...] 

Generally speaking, there are two steps that must be taken to show that oligarchy has been avoided: first, one must show that the majority is not structurally prevented from ruling - that 
is that the group has a democratic structure of one kind or another. Second, one must show that within this structure, power is in fact distributed broadly enough that no minority (formal or informal) 
can effectively maintain ruling control. 

-- Darcy K. Leach, The Iron Law of What Again? Conceptualizing Oligarchy Across Organizational Forms, Sociological Theory, Volume 23, Number 3, September 2005, pp. 

312-337(26) 

We have to keep in mind that no one person can truly have the entirety of knowledge and experience of another 
person. Why then should someone decide for any other person and why should we assume that one person could decide for 
many others or even all the other people. 

[more about the shortcomings of representative politics and democracy in general] 

The toolkit that we have been using is not enough, it doesn't work at a level that is appropriate for solving the root of 
the problems. It's trying to treat the individual symptoms of the problems that we are confronted with, without looking at the 
common causes. 

Decisions within the governance model should be guided by the good and respect of the whole humanity. 

This is a collective action problem and it can be fixed only by a bottom-up approach, not top-down. 

If you could easily measure the trust between individuals and groups of individuals, you could bypass many tools on 
which we rely in our day to day interaction in order to create a method to organise people on the vastest scale imaginable. 

For this it is necessary to give the power to establish expertise to the people by allowing them to verify each other's 
integrity by themselves, a tool that selects based on the ability to articulate truth, the ability to be competent and the ability to 
make proper moral judgments (Jordan Peterson). It needs an uncontroversial, generally accepted method establishing the 
legitimacy of the people who make the decisions. This can be established only if it is in accord with the norms, values, 

beliefs, practices, and procedures accepted by the group (Zelditch, M. Jr 2001. "Theories of Legitimacy." In The Psychology of Legitimacy: Emerging Perspectives on 
Ideology, Justice, and Intergroup Relations, J. Jost and B. Majors, eds. New York: Cambridge University Press.). If disputing parties can agree about who the experts are 
and about their relative degrees of expertise, we can use experts to adjudicate the dispute. (Cognitive islands and runaway echo 
chambers - C. Thi Nguyen) 

This can be done by using the same technigue that allowed the scientific community, the experts, to establish their 
credibility and their credentials: peer-review rating. 


- 3 - 



3. The Idea 


Since the beginning, life organised itself in hierarchies based on different characteristics 
that were relevant for the survival in the environment in which they reside. 


All living things depend on their environment to supply them with what they need, including food, water, and shelter. 
Through symbiosis and competition they create an interconnected and interdependent relation with each other. Network structures 

In Biological Systems And In Human Society - Alexander V. Oleskin] 


There are many examples of types of organisations between the members of the same species of superorganisms 
[The ants - Bert Hoiidobier and Edward o. wiison isbn 9780674040755]^ jpsj^e multicellular organisms (The cells of many tissues form decentralised 

network-like structures as well as hierarchical organization. The nervous system, for example, combines hierarchies and 
networks.) or even eukaryotic microorganisms (Physarum polycephalum) and bacteria (microorganisms have revealed 
diverse complex social behaviours, including cooperation in foraging, building, reproducing, dispersing and communicating 

[Crespi, B. J. (2001). The evolution of social behavior in microorganisms. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 16(4), 178-183. doi:10.1016/s0169-5347(01)02115-2]^ |\^QSt Of th6m 3PG 

decentralized and favor cooperation over competition. 


[Jusually based on cooperation inside a hierarchy, specialised castes for performing individual tasks and high levels 
of cell differentiation.Two main types of hierarchies stand out, dominance hierarchies that are based on competition of 
muscle power and physical adaptability, and competence hierarchies that are based on cooperation, task differentiation and 
social intelligence. 

A large number of biological systems are, at least within the boundaries of the systems(i.e. between individuals and 
subgroups). For example, groups of apes (chimpanzees or bonobos) have hierarchies that are mitigated by decentralized 
interaction among individuals, based on mutual aid, food sharing, and grooming (de Waal, 1996, 2001) 

Decentralized cooperation-based networks are also widespread in the microbial world. Microbial colonies or 
biofilms consist of a multitude of cells, and a lack of a single central controlling unit does not prevent the effective 
coordination of social behavior (Shapiro, 1988,1995,1998; Ben-Jacob, 1998, 2003; Oleskin, 1994b, 2009, 2014). 


Long shadow of the future 


■ 

Humans are social creatures by nature. While for most of our history we used dominance hierarchies the biggest 
evolutionary steps were made when new tools for competence hierarchies were created. Non-kin food sharing, long-distance 
exchange, and rituals allowed us to adapt to environmental changes. Accumulating, using, and passing down knowledge 
gave humans an advantage over the other hominid species. They created societies in which they collaborate but they also 
form hierarchies based on their specialisation and expertise. 

"Individual man is born into a socially organised environment. In this sense alone we may accept the saying 
that society is-logically or historical-antecedent to the individual. In every other sense this dictum is either empty or 
nonsensical. The individual lives and acts within society. But society is nothing but the combination of individuals for 
cooperative effort. It exists nowhere else than in the actions of individual men. It is a delusion to search for it outside 
the actions of individuals. To speak of a society's autonomous and independent existence, of its life, its soul, and its 
actions is a metaphor which can easily lead to crass errors. [...] 

Society is not merely interaction. There is interaction-reciprocal influence-between all parts of the universe: 
between the wolf and the sheep he devours; between the germ and the man it kills; between the falling stone and the 
thing upon which it falls. Society, on the other hand, always involves men acting in cooperation with other men in order 
to let all participants attain their own ends. [...] 

The course of history is determined by the actions of individuals and by the effects of these actions. The 
actions are determined by the value judgments of the acting individuals, i.e., the ends which they were eager to attain, 
and by the means which they applied for the 

attainment of these ends. The choice of the means is an outcome of the whole body of technological knowledge of the 
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acting individuals. 

— Ludwig von Mises - Human Action 

U 

"Now, society between human beings, except in the relation of master and slave, is manifestly impossible on any other 
footing than that the interests of all are to be consulted. Society between equals can only exist on the understanding that the 
interests of all are to be regarded equally. And since in all states of civilization, every person, except an absolute monarch, has 
equals, everyone is obligated to live on these terms with somebody; and in every age some advance is made towards a state in 
which it would be impossible to live permanently on other terms with anybody." 

- Trust - Francis Fukuyama 

Every member wants to have his voice heard, taken into consideration in the decisions that affects them. 

"Demand for recognition of one's identity is a master concept that unifies much of what is going on in world politics 
today. The universal recognition on which liberal democracy is based has been increasingly challenged by narrower forms of 
recognition based on nation, religion, sect, race, ethnicity, or gender, which have resulted in anti-immigrant populism, the 
upsurge of politicized Islam, the fractious "identity liberalism" of college campuses, and the emergence of white nationalism. 
Populist nationalism, said to be rooted in economic motivation, actually springs from the demand for recognition and therefore 
cannot simply be satisfied by economic means. The demand for identity cannot be transcended; we must begin to shape 
identity in a way that supports rather than undermines democracy." 

- Francis Fukuyama - Identity: The Demand for Dignity and the Politics of Resentment 

This was easier to obtain in small communities in which everybody knew everybody else (small tribes and familial 
societies) and because they trusted each other's knowledge, they knew what to expect from one another. But there is an 
upper limit to the number of people with whom one can maintain stable social relationships in which an individual knows 
who each person is and how each person relates to every other person (Dunbar's number varies between 150 and 250 
individuals, depending on different field studies). As societies increased in size (cities, countries, federations) the problem of 
trust became more and more prominent. For that purpose we have created tools that strengthen the social nature, to help us 
collaborate, more restrictive rules, laws, and enforced norms to maintain a stable, cohesive group. From language to art, 
from money to conventions, standards and laws, we try to find new ways to communicate that trust. 

"If I trust you, then I do not have to take into account how complicated you are, and as long as you will do what 

you say you will do then I can take you at your word and that simplifies you and we can act like we can understand 

each Other, even tho we do not ." - < Jordan B Peterson - Biblical Series II: Genesis V. Chaos & Order) 

Trust is what makes economic exchange possible, it creates the conditions that facilitate economic exchange. 


To measure and reach consensus you have to identify the experts, the people who study the issue and publish their 
research to be analysed and reviewed by other people who are experts in the same field (peer-review). 

Critical Success Factors in Building Community 
Management Challenge 

1. Focus on topics important to the business and community members. 

2. Find a well-respected community member to coordinate the community. 

3. Make sure people have time and encouragement to participate. 

4. Build on the core values of the organisation. 

Community Challenge 

5. Get key thought leaders involved. 

6. Build personal relationships among community members. 

7. Develop an active passionate core group. 

8. Create forums for thinking together as well as systems for sharing information. 
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Technical Challenge 

9. Make it easy to contribute and access the community's knowledge and practices. 

Personal Challenge 

10. Create real dialogue about cutting edge issues. 


Measuring trust would need a tool that has certain characteristics: 

Environmental influences on behavior are intrinsically very complex. The Myth of culture: why we Needs Genuine Natural science of societies- 

Mige! Barber] t 00 | neec j s b e compatible with as many human types of interaction as possible. This can not be 
obtained unless the domains where trust is measured are generated on the fly by the users. They also have to have 
customizable hierarchies. 
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it has to retain a level of simplicity that could be understood by anyone independent of language, social background 
or age. 

it has to allow transactions, creation, subtraction (removal), liquidation and the dissolving (elimination, destruction) 
of trust. 

it has to be totally decentralised in order not to become susceptible to manipulation and censorship. 

it has to be totally transparent (all transactions that affect the amount of trust that is available in the system have to 

be public) 

it has to be built as a familiar product, like a social network (facebook/twitter/reddit) 

Based on the success of the scientific method i concluded that the best technique of reaching consensus is by 
peer-review. Only by evaluating the work by the people with similar competence to the producers of the work you can really 
measure the trust that it deserves, maintain the standards of quality and improve performance. 

"The intellectual methods of science do not differ in kind from those applied by the common man in his daily 
mundane reasoning. The scientist uses the same tools which the layman uses; he merely uses them more skillfully and 
cautiously. Understanding is not a privilege of the historians, it is everybody's business. In observing the conditions of 
his environment everybody is a historian. Everybody uses understanding in dealing with the uncertainty of future 
events to which he must adjust his own actions. The distinctive reasoning of the speculator is an understanding of the 
relevance of the various factors determining future events. And-let us emphasize it even at this early point of our 
investigations-action necessarily always aims at future and therefore uncertain conditions and thus is always 
speculation. 

Acting man looks, as it were, with the eyes of a historian into the future." 

- Ludwig von Mises - Human Action 

Peer-review is the evaluation of work by one or more people of similar competence to the producers of the work 
(peers). It constitutes a form of self-regulation by qualified members of a profession within the relevant field. 

It is the most advanced method of evaluation of competence, it has been proven to work by history and we can see 
its effects in the advances of technology and, as I later realized, it was the basis of human cooperation since the dawn of 
human civilization. Ideas, language, norms, sanction and values are all received through cultural means and thus they evolve 
thru peer-review. 

Lately new techniques of open peer-review proved invaluable for collaboration in massive peer production projects 
(eg. Wikipedia though considered inaccurate it has been proved just as accurate as other closed encyclopedias), [citation] 


plurality voting for example (also known as first-past-the-post or one-person-one-vote, one of the most widely used 
system) is considered among academics the worst method there is. [x] One vote per person does not offer the full picture, in 
fact it offers least amount of information about the preferences of the electorate and ends up forcing the electorate to 
choose the lesser of two evils. M 

Just adding a voting system on individual items does not protect the system of Sybil attacks (creating a 
large number of pseudonymous identities, using them to gain a disproportionately large influence). This can only be solved 
by introducing a history of the votes and a feedback system to verify, reward or punish the actions of the users. 

"In competence hierarchies a person has to be a good player of iterative games to maintain his position." (Peterson - 
Maps of meaning) 


One person can not grasp the full complexity of human life. Some people are better informed about a particular 
subject, some people are more skilled for a certain task. Even a well informed person is usually well informed in particular 
domains or holds general information about many subjects. 

Knowledge is context sensitive. Codification of knowledge in the form of information tends to abstract knowledge 
from the context in which it acguires its specific meaning and that provides the common ground for understanding 
between individuals. 

(Devlin, K. (1991) Logic and Information, Cambridge University Press. - via--Chatti, M.A., Jarke, M. and Frosch-Wilke, D. (2007) ‘The future of 
e-learning: a shift to knowledge networking and social software', Int. J. Knowledge and Learning, Vol. 3, Nos. 4/5, pp.404-420.) 

The more you know about a subject the more your voice should count in that domain. The more your ideas get voted 
the more reputation you receive on the domains that people voted on and thus the heavier your votes weigh. It is a voting 
system in which the number of participants and the number of candidates are always the same, thus creating a medium in 
which everyone can be a winner in his domain of interest, independent of his background. 
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4- Implementation 


(even if I think this section of the paper should have been placed after the description of the system, 
most people phase out when reading the description without a method to link the idea to a real life situation, 

and end up asking me what is it good for) 


4.1. Use cases 

Because the system is compatible with any large scale organisation in which there is a need of consensus across 
many domains and many types of small decisions, many types of applications can be found. I have outlined below some of 
the most important 

1. This type of rating system should be applied to a social network. In its ideal form, it should be a browser 

plug-in/extension that uses an off-site comment system (similar to Facebook or Disqus) which allows the users to 
attach input (text and hash-tags) and value judgment (to vote on the hash-tags) on any webpage. For example, while 
browsing the internet, you could insert in the webpage, at the end, a comment, or select the appropriate part of the 
text and insert a comment there, or just add a series of tags that you believe that are fit for that text, and any other 
visitors that use the same plug-in would be able to reply and vote your input. This would also be shared via 
notifications as direct link in your feed and to your followers or the followers of the relevant tags. The reputation 
gained from the attached tags should use the same formula that the system uses when an user attaches tags to 
another user's post. There should also be a way to claim authorship of the linked content from outside the system in 
order to gain the reputation that it received. This should probably be done by waiting for a number of trusted users 
above a set threshold that can confirm the claimant as the source, in case a malicious claim is discovered the 
claimant and the users that guaranteed should have the gained reputation removed and penalised by removing at 
least the same amount from their initial reputation (or maybe just let the public retribution follow its course) 

This would create a decision making tool for large groups of people, a trust mesh to be applied across the world 
wide web. Because of the distributed characteristic of the voting system and its universality, in order to ensure its 
security it should use a totally distributed protocol like IPFS (Interplanetary File System is a protocol and network 
designed to create a content-addressable, peer-to-peer method of storing and sharing hypermedia in a distributed 
file system) for communication to create a public accessible DAG (Directed acyclic graph is a directed graph that 
securely supports multiple blockchains to run in parallel increasing the speed and malleability of the network). The 
data should be stored on the individual devices of the users that take part in the transaction with backups on the 
devices of at least a few other trusted users that are connected to the original users plus on the devices of any users 
that follow the hash-tags that were used in the transaction. The data contains the values prior to the transaction, the 
values after the transaction and at least several history states of the transactions that allowed the users that take 
part in the transaction to use those particular values. This would in turn create a publicly verifiable history of the 
transactions in the system with enough redundancy to make it accessible all the time and recoverable when needed. 
The platform should be treated as a public utility and not implicate itself in monitoring, control or censorship of the 
published content. Only the people that use it, can decide what is the appropriate use in the way they use it, by self 
censorship and moderation. 

I, [...?] 

This can be applied in short to medium terms. 


2. A peer-to-peer wiki - a serverless decentralized wiki, hosted, edited, administrated and operated on its users' 
computers and a Wikipedia type enciclopedia in which truly anyone can edit any article as long as they show 
expertise in that domain. This can also be applied on short to medium term. 


3. Once a wide network of users is established a Tor-like protocol for safe and anonymous communication can be 
introduced. It would greatly profit from the inherent trust that the users of Symposium would have. 

The Tor protocol users number peaked towards the end of 2013 at around 6 million users but decreased 
rapidly to around 2 million, with another peak and fall at the beginning of 2018 to around 4 millions. Overall, 
the numbers hover around 2 millions. 
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Facebook’s numbers are on a pretty constant upward trend since reaching 1 billion in 2012 and are 
curently at 2.23 billion (Q2 2018) 



4. A political party that uses this system for the decision making throughout, one that does not try to sell a rigid 
ideology in the elections, one in which the most knowledgeable person will be pushed to the top based on their 
ability to tell the truth, their competence and moral judgments and not the by their ability to spin politics. This can be 
applied in medium to long terms due to resistance to change and distrust due to technological illiteracy. 

It can also create a platform for collective action and consensus. Imagine for example a political party that takes 
decisions not based on a rigid ideology or the will of a few representatives detached from the people who elected them or 
those who are affected by the decisions, but on the constant input of all its members, based on their expertise as judged by 
each other and in which the representatives are in constant contact with the represented and can be rewarded or punished 
constantly, not once every several years. 

5. A society governed by a true participatory democracy, without a central form of government and in which the 
legislative, executive and administrative decisions are distributed between all members that form it based on 
expertise and independent of political affiliation. This can be obtained only in the long term (a few generations), after 
the rise in technological literacy and a series of social, economical and political reforms, the forms of which are hard 
to predict at this time and are beyond the scope of this paper. 


6. Global governance decision making system. 


4.2. Features research 


Semantic web compatibility of hash-tags as keywords and users as authors. 

The system has to be totally distributed, for its adequate running it should not use any type of central authority for 
any of its facets. 


4.3. Deployment 

This part is an internal guideline for the successful launch and adoption of the project and probably it will not be present in final version of the 

paper. 


Find collaborators for this paper 

Find funders for the development and promotion of the project 
Employ a team of developers to write and expand the app 
Find a large group of users to test the features 

Solicit academic experts and other experts to contribute in beta and at the launch 
Find strong evangelists to promote the project 
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5. Intuitive description 


5.1. Elements 


The system is composed of 3 classes: users, posts(blocks) and #tags, 

A user can be any person that creates an account. The user has a pseudonymous name that is connected to 
unique identifier and a block of data attached to it. 

In order to defer from Sybil attacks there is a small proof of work on new user creation. 

Users can follow each other, when a user makes a public transaction he sends notifications to all his followers. The 
notifications of the people a user follows are displayed in the interface as a timeline. 

A post or a block can can be created by an user and can contain any type of data that is shared to the 
system (an image, a link, a piece of text, a quote from a different post or any combination of the above) It has an unique 
identifier, the timestamp, the creator, the data and the list of hash-tags (hash-tag cloud) associated with it by the creator. 

Any edit or reply attach themselves as a new block in a chain from the original post. In order to defer from spam attacks 
there is a small proof of work on new post creation, edit or vote. 

A hash-tag (#hash-tag; #tagname; #tag) is a type of block that can be created by an user and attached to a 
post. It contains a system wide identifier (based on the name), a timestamp, the assigned value and several states of 
transactional history from the user’s interaction with that hash-tag (this is done to ensure data redundancy across the 
platform). 


5.2. Transactions 

A transaction is any type of an action that a user takes inside the system, be it a new post, a comment, adding a tag 
or voting. 

The voting is done up and down T I 

A vote up is 10% of that user's value for that particular #hash-tag and a vote down is 1 % of that user's value for that 
particular hash-tag. This creates a 10 to 1 ratio that encourages the buildup of trust rather than the destruction of 
trust. Also, individuals are often asymmetric in their attitude to trust and distrust, they tend to down vote more the 
things that they disagree with than up-vote the things they agree with. 

Not all the things that thrive when there is trust between people, and which matter, are things that should be 
encouraged to thrive. Exploitation and conspiracy, as much as justice and fellowship, thrive better in an atmosphere of 
trust. There are immoral as well as moral trust relationships, and trust-busting can be a morally proper goal. 

(Trust and Antitrust - Annette Baier) 

A user cannot select the value of the vote that he is casting. 

The user's reputation on the voting hash-tag does diminishes by 10% of the transferred value when voting. 

Every transaction, post, vote, edit or other type of action, that is taken into account for the weighing of reputation is 
recorded in a DAG (Directed acyclic graph) and is publicly available. In order to ensure data redundancy across the 
platform the transactions are sent as they happen to several more contacts (trusted friends of the users that 
participate in the transaction and people that follow that users or the tags that are used in that transaction) 

Any other user can comment (add another post as a reply/child to the original post), vote on a particular hash-tags 
of the original post or add new hash-tags. The votes are attached to the hash-tags of the post, not to the post itself 
(you do not vote a post, you vote the tags attached to that post). As more users vote on the original post, the 
reputation received by the individual tags increases or decreases the reputation of the creator of the post. That 
person can now use the reputation gathered to vote on those particular tags on different posts. 
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The transfer of reputation from a post's hash-tag to the creator's hash-tag cloud follows a logarithmic curve. The 
more reputation for that hash-tag that user has, compared to the total reputation existent in the system for that 
hash-tag and the number of users in the system, the slower it grows. (I think that it should stop growing once the user 
reaches around 30 to 50 % of the total reputation existent in the system, but the exact percentage should be set after a 
mathematical test in order to create a form of balance in the distribution of power so to avoid ending up with one user 
who has more voting power than the rest of the users combined lseethePowerandlmbalancesintheGlobalMone,arySysteml ) 

Hash-tags can be nested (attached to other tags) in order to form trees in which generally worded tags can have 
different values, (e.g. - #colour under #painting and #colour under #photography are two different tags with different 
reputation and can not be used interchangeable). All the reputation of branching tags is collected in the root tag. 

Two hash-tags can be linked by the creator of the post, only when the post is created, as the inverse of one another 
thus when one of the posts gets downvoted the other receives the inverse of that vote's value. This is useful when 
trying to deal with a negative tag 

All users start with reputation 1 on a new hash-tag (a hash-tag that was not attached to that user’s cloud until then) 

If the reputation on a particular hash-tag reaches 1 that particular hash-tag gets removed from that post's hash-tag 
cloud, If a the hash-tag from a user's cloud reaches 1 it gets removed, also. 

If the reputation on a particular hash-tag falls below 1 the particular hash-tag gets attached to that user's list of 
hash-tags as a negative hash-tag. 

-#tag - negative tags They are tags that have a negative connotation that help to identify toxic behaviour (trolling, 
racism, homophobia). 

Hash-tags that reach negative value decrease slower, when downvoted, than the 10:1 ratio that is used on the 
positive hash-tags (the lower the reputation for that hash-tag is the slower it decreases -- compared to the #total 
reputation of that user) 

If a user attaches a hashtag to a post and downvotes it (attaches a negative tag), the sequential votes that that tag 
receives translate into that users tag cloud as the inverse of that reputation. 

E.g. 

If a user, without any reputation attaches to the post of another user 2 the tag #xenophobia and 
downvotes it, that tag has now the value -0.1. 

If a third user 3 downvotes further the same tag, user 2 will now have -0.2 and user, will have 1.01 on 
the tag #xenophobia. 

Respectively if user 3 upvotes the same tag, user 2 will now have the tag removed and user, will have 
0.9 on the tag #xenophobia. 

(th e n e c e ss i ty of th e s e typ e of t a gs i s d e b a t a b le b e caus e r e gu l ar tags al r e ady c a n h a v e n e g a tiv e word i ng and can b e vot e d 
i nto n e gat i v e va l u e s) 

Th e y hav e th e opposit e b e h a v i our of r e gu l ar hash - t a gs, th e y i ncr e as e s l ow e r, wh e n up - vot e d, st a rting w i th a 10:1 rat i o a nd 
d e cr ea s i ng a s th e amount of r e putat i on for that hash - t a g i ncr ea s e s (compared to the total negative reputation that exists in 
the system for that tag OR th e total personal reputation of that user) Th e y shou l d a l w a ys b e pr e s e nt e d w i th a too l t i p to e xp l a i n 
how th e y work (vot e up m ea ns mor e tox i c, vot e down m e ans le ss tox i c) 


If a user's reputation on a certain hash-tag is between 0 and 1, any up-vote removers that hash-tag from that user's 
cloud. 

Hash-tags can be followed by users in order to receive constant updates about subjects of interest. Filters can be 
applied based on the reputation attached to the specific hash-tags for timeline customization. 


in case value of a hash-tag does not decreases fast enough when a limited number of users vote each other 
(circular voting)(because you only use 10% of what you gain each step), the reputation gained by one user from the 
votes of a second user can not be used to increase the reputation of the second user in a sequential vote. The first 
user can only increase the reputation of the second user using the reputation gained from different users.] 

Once the vote is cast the user can remove his vote by voting the opposite way (thus erasing the history of the vote 
from the general history of the system) but only for 24 hours (before the value is transferred into to the #money tag 
of the user that receives the vote). After that, the user can only downvote the same post (and thus following the 10:1 
ratio of the downvote) 
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5 - 3 - Special cases 


Public groups [ A group-name](houses) of users can be formed and subscribed to. Custom rules of admission can be 
set in place, as in verifiable ID in order to create boards for discussion and consensus (for political parties) where 
you need to make sure that the votes cast are from individual people who reside in a specific territory. 

While private posts (limited access) are allowed, voting on them does not modify the public reputation of the user 
that created it. Only public posts can influence a user’s voting power. 

Private reputation is allowed for registered groups. Registered groups can co-author public posts and divide the 
received reputation based on the group's private reputation dynamics. 

Anonymous public posting is possible but the votes received by the post do not transfer to the user that created the 
post. Browsing anonymously (without the need to login) 

Anonymous voting is allowed but it does not reflect the voter's reputation for that hash-tag nor it increases the 
reputation of the creator of the post. Anonymous voting is allowed only once per user, [new user creation has proof 
of work attached to it] 

Ideograms (emojis) can be used as hash-tags (#unicode) for which there is no need for a pound symbol (#) to 
precede them when displayed in the interface. These can be used in conjunction with the custom default hash-tags 
(a set of custom or user’s most used hash-tags that are quickly accessible, in the interface, when viewing a post) to 
create quick reactions to posts. 

#total - The sum of user's current value across all the attached tags. 


5.4. Money / Coins / Credits 

More research has to be done for this special case before implementation. The idea of trust is not compatible with 
the power to buy votes thus the tokens created by this network should not be used under any circumstance to increase the 
value of any other hash-tag except for #money (you can not use your value from the #money tag to vote on any other tag 
except #money). Features like insurance could be implemented by the use of smart contracts but not before extensive 
research. I doubt that introduction of lending or credit would be beneficial in the long run. 

In the first couple of versions of the implementation of Symposium (the codename that I choose for this voting 
systems’ implementation) should have this hash-tag locked, at least until a decent number of users have been using and 
testing the rest of the system. The voting system must not be associated with the idea of a digital currency, the fact that it 
has that option available is accidental and not a core feature and should not be treated as a cryptocurrency. 


#money 

voting is is restricted to uvote with a selected amount. You can not vote a #money tag with the percent part of your 
#money value in order to increase the seller's #money value. 

the amount of money that a user has is the sum of the values across all that users tags, thus the #total becomes a 
spendable resource, it increases with the increase of the value that the user receives on his tags and decreases 
when he transfers them to other people. 

In order to mitigate fluctuations in the values of the tags the update of the #money tag should be timed (24 hours 
from the moment the vote is received for example. This also allows the voter a period of time to recall his vote) 

Buyer: 

Voting #money towards a seller extracts 100% of the value used from the #total (and 10% out of every individual 
hash-tags that the buyer has -- this is still to be tested IRL transactions to see how it influences the dynamics of the market) 


Multiple users trying to buy the same item resolve thrum a Vickrey-Clarke-Groves auction. 

Seller: 

Asking price starts from the #total reputation of the post as tagged by the user and changes with sequential votes 
from the other users on the attached tags. 

Each transaction costs 1 % to ensure a constant deflation of the currency supply on sequential transactions -- this 
helps to balance out the inflationary side of the system and incentivises the users to create value by adding to the system 
rather than just exchanging the already existing resources 

An automated method of taxation can be implemented - transaction tax for social purposes - it can be directed to 
public groups for solving social issues like health insurance for the users that added at least a minimum amount of value to 
the system. 


5.5. Incentives 


A user can add a hash-tag to a post that he did not created himself and gain a percentage (10% or more) of the 
reputation that that hash-tag gains extracting from the reputation that the creator of the post gains from the added hash-tag. 
The transfer of value follows the aforementioned logarithmic curve. This creates an opportunity for users that are not 
content creators to gain reputation by supplementing the insufficiently tagged posts or when they see a connection to a new 
domain that was not taken into account by the user that created the post. It also incentivises the content creators to cover 
all the tags that could be connected to that specific post 


6. Formal description 

Unfortunately I do not have a statistics or math background and I can not provide at the moment a more formal 
description than the above one. I am searching for ways in which I could approach this problem but it might take a while. 

The Condorcet winner can be chosen at any point in time by taking a snapshot and comparing the distribution of the 
values of individual tags. If there is a tie the first next vote that changes the situation is decisive. 

Advantages: 

Because you do not vote on participants but you select them from a multitude of participants based on individual's 
rating, the more users are in the system and the more tags each user has, the less chances of a "Condorcet_paradox" to 
occur. 


To check: 

circular voting - graphs of the curve of the total reputation grow in a system in which everyone starts with the same 
reputation and they vote each other in one direction or at random. -- 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Condorcet_paradox 


Limited Example 

[placeholder] 


user A has rating of 7 in #painting and 7 in #photography and 7 in #music 

he creates a post and attaches (10% based on his previous value) 0 .7 in ffpainting, 0 .7 in #photography and 0 .7 in 


ffmusic 


user B has a rating of 10 in #painting and 5 in #photography and 


in ffmusic 


he votes on ffpainting and ffphotography 
the post's value increases with 1 in ffpainting 


and 0.5 in ffphotography, ffmusic does not change 
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7 - Monetization 


A monetization scheme can be put in place by inserting unobtrusive but easily identifiable opt-in ads, using the 
public available data of the user for targeting. The revenue of such ads can be split between the user that sees the ad, the 
company that maintains the implementation of the rating system and other social causes. 

Also, monetization could be introduced by offering secure and encrypted storage space for archiving of old posts 
(after 5 to 10 years) or for private companies. While this might seem to contradict the distributed nature of the system it 
does not allow the company that manages the archives to control the data the same way that a central company that offers 
the software and the storage at the same time, does in exchange for ad space. The public version should be able to use the 
cloud space from DropBox or Google Drive or similar platforms to create personal encrypted archives for the user's data. 


8. Implementation issues and possible criticism 
8.1. Identity 


The effectiveness of the identity system that is to be used is limited by the method that the users choose to 

authenticate into the network ^ or example, an interesting proposal for a global ID system is presented at http://mvearthid.org/ 

One of the most common form of attacks in peer-to-peer networks is a Sybil attack. It is a form of attack in which 
the attacker subverts the reputation system by creating a large number of pseudonymous identities, using them to gain a 
disproportionately large influence. The level of vulnerability depends on: 

1. how cheaply identities can be generated . 

2. the degree to which the reputation system accepts inputs from entities that do not have a chain of trust 
linking them to a trusted entity . 

3. whether the reputation system treats all entities identically. 

An easy deterrent for the first part is to use a form of proof of work at the creation of new accounts. Even without 
the proof of work deterrent, from the way it operates, the system offers an incentive to keep the same id(s) that the user 
created and used in order to fully profit from the received votes while offering the possibility to vote anonymously without 
the need to create a new user. The fact that the whole history of transactions is public, also makes identification and 
punishment of malicious users easy to other users by downvoting. 

For the second and third part the system uses a starting reputation of a new user very small compared to older 
users thus their influence is limited in the overall system. 


8.2. Filter-bubbles, Echo Chambers and Cognitive Islands 


In the case of print or broadcast media, for example, users, based on their tastes and leanings, and entrusted their 
favourite radio or newspaper to collect and analyse information, without necessarily seeking alternative channels that could 
challenge their worldview. What is distinctive in the case of 'filter-bubbles' in the age of the internet is how individual choices 
are influenced by algorithms whose functioning is hidden from users, combining individual preferences and computational 
bias. Over time, this combination risks building the artificial perception that a particular representation of reality or viewpoint is 
not only verifiable or persuasive, but is widely shared. 

- World trends in freedom of expression and media development: global report 20 7 7/20 7 8 - University of Oxford (UK) 
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In order to combat this trends it is imperative that the filtering of the feed should be made on the receiving side 
rather than on the sending side and that one of the features of the system be the option to follow particular hash-tags rather 
than just users. This will create a medium in which the user receives notifications from both sides of the arguments around 
a subject instead the opinions of certain persons that might not change his stance over time. 

Another trait that tends to force people to expose themselves to different ideas is the fact that most people like to 

argue. 

Most of our interactions are driven by our need to tell our opinion even about things that we do not completely 
understand, and while some would say that that is not a good thing, I consider that that is a good first step, be corrected by 
those that are more informed and be given sources from which to learn. Hiding your ignorance might make you look 
intelligent but it also blocks you from learning how much you do not know, [trust asymmetry and willingness to complain quotation] 

People are seldom experts in one field without being interested in anything else. 

Many domains are interlinked, so one can perform what Phillip Kitcher calls "indirect calibration" (Kitcher 1993, pp. 
320-323). That is, some fields are interwoven with other fields; thus, we may be able link up subtle fields with more obvious 
ones. For example, nuclear engineers rely on the results of particle physics, and nuclear engineering has some rather dramatic 
tests, whose failures are available to the inexpert. The evidence of functioning nuclear reactors and nuclear bombs leads me to 
trust nuclear engineers, and the nuclear engineers trust and depend on the work of the particle physicists. So, though I can not 
make any direct judgments about the reliability of particle physics for myself, I can connect it up to another field which I have 
some capacity to assess. I trust particle physics because the nuclear engineers trust it; here, the subtle field is linked to an 
obvious field. I can use that linkage in several ways. First, I can use a linked obvious field to establish trust in the subtle field as 
a whole. Second, once I establish that trust in the field as a whole, I have some reason to trust its licenses and rankings of its 
own experts. 

(Cognitive islands and runaway echo chambers: problems for epistemic dependence on experts - C. Thi Nguyen) 

One of the best features of this voting system is that the trust that one shares in the expertise of a certain person is 
interconnected with the trust that that person shares with others, thus creating a network in which you do not need to 
personally know someone if one of the people who trust him is a person that you trust directly. 


1. One relies on other experts to check and reinforce one's own abilities and beliefs. 

2. One evaluates others expertise through a deployment of one's own abilities and beliefs. 

3. There is no check on failure for either individual or collective expertise whose application is independent of one's 
own expert abilities. 


8.3. Possible criticism 


Didn't you seen the "Black Mirror" or "Community" episode about voting? It always ends badly. 

First of all that is a movie and the concepts that it can expose the viewer to are limited by the runtime of the episode. 
Second, the voting system that they used in the movie is a very limiting one. Giving stars to people based on what 
their behaviour you think should be is not a good way of ascertaining their expertise in anything, [limitations of score 

voting] 

So you want to do a population rating like China? (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_Credit_System) 

China has many types of social and credit rating systems, not unlike many other countries. FICO scores is the most 
widely used type of credit score. The most notable difference between China’s system and the one presented in this 
paper is that the Chinese one is controlled by a central authority. Their ratings are not based on personal interaction 
but on decision made by algorithms. The system is implemented and relies on fully top-down interaction. My system 
is implemented bottom-up and relies on lateral interaction. 


It is too complex, people will not want to use it. 

Money is complex, otherwise you would not have to explain children how to use them. We have schools and 
ministries trying to understand how money, the market and monetary tools work and we still do not understand 
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them. Reputation is intuitive and unlike money is specific and traceable leaving very little space to hide misconduct. 
This system could be used for malicious purposes 

Yes, it probably will be used by some in ways that are not widely accepted, malicious or downright evil but that is not 
the fault of the system and should not justify the introduction of central method of censorship in the tool itself in 
order to police such cases. Only users, individually or in groups, can and should be able to punish such behaviour. 


9. Conclusions and dreams 

I believe that this meritocratic voting system could become the backbone of many other tools. 

It can solve the problem of fake and misleading news and allow users to tag data across the web in order to be 
easily interpreted and used by A.I. applications and statistics thus helping with several Big Data problems (finding the signal 
in the noise, inaccurate data and lack of skilled workers) It can create a new type of economy by rewarding human 
endeavours that are currently outside the classical market. An economy that is compatible with a post scarcity society even 
without the need for universal basic income. 

In my opinion, used to its full extent it can become a new type of global human intelligence, one that celebrates our 
diversity, the brain of the human kind in which the individuals are the neurons. The human singularity. 

"The brain seems to be, in some sense, the part of the structure that reduces the infinite complexity of the world of 
facts to the finite and single point domain of the world of values. That is partially neurologically instantiated and partially 
sociologically instantiated because we come to a negotiated agreement about what constitutes value just like we do about 
what constitutes value economically." -- Jordan Peterson. 


10. Background and personal history 

For a very long time I have been thinking of a way in which the problems of social interaction of large groups could 
be solved. 

Growing up in the eastern bloc, at the end of the Communist era and during the years of transition to the market 
economy gave me the opportunity to form a critical view of the mechanics of social organisation methods, both communist 
and capitalist. The constant struggle with the corruption that permeates all institutions galvanized my opinion that all the 
current systems are limited and fail to provide a decent option to solving the complex web of issues that a modern society is 
confronted with. 

Even tho the subject was one that I always pondered around 10 years ago (shortly after the 2008 financial crisis) an 
idea started to take shape in my head when I tried to find a way in which one could clean up the information from the noise 
in an Internet forum. Most forums (or any type of social community as a matter of fact) end up in disarray because it is very 
hard to keep track about who-knows-what and what is relevant to whom and who decides what should be done. Basic 
decision making and trust management. 

I came up with a weighed voting system that used the reputation of its members to assess the value of the 
information posted. A decentralised meritocratic hierarchy, that rewards its users based on their merit rather than wealth, 
status or the will of a central authority. 

The more I thought about the tool, the more use cases I saw. I ended up having to learn about Sociology, 
Anthropology, Philosophy, Economy and many other subjects because I saw that the tool that I have created, while easy to 
comprehend and simple in its basic form, was in fact incredibly efficient at the management of trust. During my exploration I 
saw great thinkers across all domains reaching the same conclusion: "All complex systems require cooperation to operate" 
and "At the core of all human interaction is a decision about trust" This motivated me to push forward even if most of the 
feedback I received tended to be negative at start. I saw that people understand how the system should work but that they 
are quick to pass a negative judgment even if they do not have arguments to sustain them. It became apparent that it was 
not that they did not trusted the idea but that they were alienated by the current systems to a degree to which they 
considered that there is no way a new and better method could be created, a very nihilistic outlook. 

This system is not infallible, as any tool it can be used for good as well as it can be used for bad, but it will create a way in 
which we can measure our expertise in a visible way. It allows people to trust each other without the need for a central 
authority that decides who is right or wrong. 
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People who trust each other and are good at working with one another can adapt easily to new conditions and create 
appropriate new organisational forms. 

- Trust - Francis Fukuyama 

It can help us pool our resources to clean up the transfer of information across the web and to reach consensus. 
Our differences are not our weakness, they are our strength but if there is too much diversity there is no common language. 
Without a method to communicate trust fear takes control and it transforms into violence. 

It is each and everyone's responsibility to create a better path, we are all together in this. 
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